ROELLA RETICULATA. 


By R. S. ADAMSON. 


Eighty years ago Sonder (FI. Cap. 3, 592, 1865) stated that the rather 
common, plant generally known as R. reticulata A.DC. was not the same 
as the plant originally described by Linnaeus under that name. As the 
matter has not been taken further and as the statement if true means 
that the generally used name is not valid, it seemed advisable to in- 
vestigate the problem and attempt to reach a settlement. In what 
follows, very considerable help from Dr. T. A. Sprague is gratefully 
acknowledged. 

Roella reticulata was first described by Linnaeus (Sp. Pl. ed. 1, 170, 
1753) as follows :— 

Roella foliis ciliatis; mucrone reflexo. Roella foliis imbricatis. 
Roy. lugdb. 248. Campanula capitis bonae spei, foliis reti- 
culatis spinosis. Pet. mus. 21, f. 157. 
The description was repeated without change in the second edition 
(Sp. Pl. ed. 2, 241, 1764). 

As there is, according to Jackson’s index, no contemporary specimen 
of the plant in the Linnaean Herbarium, it is not possible to ascertain 
directly what the plant intended really is and recourse must be had to 
the attached references. The figure given by Petiver for his plant is 
of a shoot without flowers which though quite unlike any species of Roella 
is a fair representations of Gorteria ciliaris L. (Cullumia ciliaris (L.) 
R.Br.). This identification is supported by the fact that Burmann 
(PI. Afr. Rar. 152) quoted Petiver’s plant as being the same as his Carlina 
foliis imbricatis oblongis reticulatis et in aculeam aduncum desinentibus, 
which is itself quoted as a reference by Linnaeus under Gorteria ciliaris 
(Sp. Pl. ed. 2, 1284, 1764). S 

It has not been possible to check the reference to Van Royen. How- 
ever, Richter (C. Linn. Syst., etc., 181, 1840) says that the other refer- 
ences refer to Gorteria ciliaris and that R. reticulata is probably that plant. 
Linnaeus’ own diagnosis is certainly more applicable to Gorteria ciliaris 
than to any species of Roella. The fact that in 1764 Linnaeus described 
Gorteria ciliaris but made no alteration in the species of Roella suggests 
that he was not familiar with the plant be had described in 1753. It 
would seem that he described it wholly from the literature and that the 
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figure of Petiver is the type. From Petiver’s description he obtained 
the epithet “ reticulata’, and the position he assigned to the plant may 
well have been influenced by Petiver’s unexplained use of the name 
Campanula. 

If then Roella reticulata L. is really Gorteria ciliaris, the plant described 
by A. De Candolle in 1830 (Monog. Campan. 174) cannot bear that name 
though it is generally applied to it. When describing his species, De 
Candolle says that Petiver’s figure, which is referred to by Linnaeus 
and which appears to be the type, represents a different plant. He 
justifies his use of the Linnaean name on account of a specimen (in Herb. 
DC.) which is stated to have been given to Vahl by Linnaeus himself. 
Though this specimen has not been seen, it cannot possibly be the type 
of Roella reticulata L. and cannot affect the argument that that name 
applies to Gorteria ciliaris. The further references that are given by 
De Candolle, to Lamarck and to Poiret, do not afford any help. The 
former (III, 2, 8, 1793) merely expands the original diagnosis by a few 
words and adds “ Gorteriae ciliaris habitus’. The latter (Enc. Meth. 
6, 232, 1804) states that the species is not a Roella. 

It is thus apparent that R. reticulata L. and R. reticulata A.DC. are 
different plants and that the latter must have another name. Three 
names seem available which were used for species closely allied to or 
even, synonymous with R. reticulata A.DC. These are :—R. Dunanti 
A.DC. Monog. Campan. 175, 1830; R. gracilis Eck. & Zeyh. Enum. 
387, 1837; and R. prostrata E. Mey. ex A.DC. in DC. Prodr. 7, 447, 
1838. 

Of these R. Dunantii is sufficiently distinct to retain independant 
specific rank. R. gracilis is a composite species, in part R. ciliata L. 
and in part ÈR. reticulata A.DC., and so may be disregarded. The third 
species, R. prostrata, though the type specimen has not been seen, is 
evidently from the description closely allied to R. reticulata A.DC. 

An, examination, of a number of specimens, both in the field and in 
collections, has shown, that there is a considerable range of variation 
in habit, in the size and closeness of the leaves, in the presence or absence 
of teeth on the sepals, in the length and colour of the corolla, and in other 
lesser features. Indeed, there is a complex group of individuals, not 
sharply delimited, from which De Candolle selected two forms for descrip- 
tion out of a much larger possible number. Whatever selection was 
made there appears to be overlapping in features and, until a full study 
of all the forms, both genetical and other, is undertaken, the only practic- 
able course seems to be to group all of them under one species. Sonder 
(1.c.) seemed to realise this when he reduced R. prostrata to a variety. 
Unfortunately the characters he gives for his variety are not satisfactory. 
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Shortly before the issue of the volume of the Prodromus in, which De 
Candolle described his species, the name R. prostrata was published by 
Ecklon and Zeyher (Enum. 387, 1837) but without any description. 
The specimens to which they attached this name are not of De Candolle’s 
plant but are R. spicata L.f. De Candolle described his species quite 
independently and without previous knowledge of the use of the name. 
This is shown by the fact that the new species described in Ecklon and 
Zeyher’s Enumeration are in the Prodromus only included in an appendix : 
the main body of the work was written before the other book was available. 

Since it appears that R. prostrata A.DC. is synonymous with R. 
reticulata A.DC., and since Ecklon and Zeyher’s use of the name is without 
description and hence without nomenclatorial standing, it is suggested 
that De Candolle’s name be applied to the species. The synonymy is :— 

R. prostrata E. Mey. ex A.DC. in DC. Prodr. 7, 447, 1838, non 
E. & Z. Enum. 387, 1837 (nomen nudum). 

R. reticulata A.DC. Monog. Campan. 174, 1830, non L. Sp. Pl. 
170, 1753. 

R. gracilis E. & Z. Enum. 387, 1837 (p. pte.). 


